

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE 

DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-681-MC 

PAULETTE COOPER, ) 

Plaintiff ) 

) 

V. ) AFFIDAVIT OF ROGER GELLER 

) 

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF . ) 

BOSTON, INC., et al., ) 

Defendants ) 

I, Roger Geller, Esq. of 100 Boylston Street, 
Boston, Massachusetts, 02116, upon oath, do heareby 
depose and state as follows: 

1. I am the attorney for the Church of Scien¬ 
tology of Boston, Inc. in the case of Paulette Cooper v. 
Church of Scientology of Boston, Inc., et al ., Civil 
Action No. 81-681-MC, now pending in the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Massachusetts. 

2. The plaintiff in the above-referenced ac¬ 
tion is represented by Attorneys Michael J. Flynn, Thomas 
Hoffman and Thomas Greene, all of 12 Union Wharf, Boston, 
Massachusetts, 02109. 
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3. Plaintiff's attorneys filed an unverified 
complaint in this action on or about March 9, 1981. This 
complaint alleged causes of action and facts which dup¬ 
licated allegations in two other actions brought by the 
same plaintiff, already pending in federal court in 
California and state court in New York, against the 
Church of Scientology of California and the Church of 
Scientology of New York, respectively. 

4. Plaintiff's complaint in Massachusetts was 
amended on April 8, 1981 to add the Church of Scientology 
of California as a party defendant. 

5. At the same time, plaintiff's attorneys 
moved for a discovery schedule, alleging inter alia, that 
the defendant would obstruct discovery and engage in 
contumacious conduct. Affidavits of counsel purporting 
to detail patterns of harassment and delay on the part of 
the defendant and its sister churches were attached as 
exhibits in support of this request. 

6. Rather than defendants engaging in delay and 
obfuscation, however, the history of this action demon¬ 
strates that it has been plaintiff's counsel who have 
obstructed discovery, failed to abide by the Federal 





; 





Rules of Civil Procedure, and engaged in a deliberate 
pattern of almost hysterical name-calling in an effort to 
prejudice the court against the defendant Churches and 
their attorneys. 

7. This behavior has forced defendants to file 
some five delinquency notices and at least five motions 
to compel further answers to interrogatories. It has 
caused defendants to have to appear on four separate 
Motions to Compel Answers at depositions of witnesses 
represented by plaintiff's counsel after frivolous ob¬ 
jections to legitimate inquiries had been interposed. It 
has forced defendants to move for protective orders to 
assure their discovery could go forward without obstruc¬ 
tion, delay, or unnecessary costs. And it has been 
defendants who have had to move in court to enforce 
agreements made by plaintiff's counsel that they re¬ 
peatedly failed to honor. On all of these above-des¬ 
cribed motions, it has been defendants who have pre¬ 
vailed. (For a more detailed description of plaintiff’s 
counsels' pattern of obstruction, delay and non-com¬ 
pliance see generally Defendant’s Memorandum in Support 
of Motion to Enlarge Time for Discovery and Supporting 
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Affidavit, filed on December 18, 1981, attached as Ex¬ 
hibits A and B, and Defendant's Joint Motion to Enlarge 
Time for Discovery, filed on February 25, 1982, attached 
as Exhibit C.) 

8. Plaintiff's counsel have yet, as of this 
date, to comply with many outstanding and long overdue 
discovery requests. Moreover, if objections to defen¬ 
dants’ discovery exist, none have been filed by plain¬ 
tiff's counsel in court. 

9. It appears to be a consistent pattern of 
plaintiff's counsel to state, in court or otherwise, that 
they intend to cooperate fully, to provide all discovery, 
and to move the case forward, while, in fact, they do 
nothing to honor these representations, thereby forcing 
defendants to expend needless time, energy and funds to 
adequately prepare their defense. 

10. Examples of the non-cooperation and ob¬ 
struction by plaintiff's counsel include, but are not 
limited to: noticing a deposition in Washington, D.C. 
(Joseph Varley) and then failing to notify defendants' 
counsel that they had agreed with the witness to put it 
off; refusing to provide addresses of potential wit- 
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nesses* thereby making them available for deposition 
only at plaintiff's counsels' discretion; noticing their 
own depositions at times when defendants have previously 
noticed other depositions; providing thousands of pages 
of documents, requested to be produced, without any 

v 

specification of which documents were responsive to 
which requests; providing incomplete documents in re¬ 
sponse to other discovery requests; and filing frivolous 
motions for sanctions which were withdrawn after replies 
had been made. 

11. Finally, during recent months, as dis¬ 
covery has progressed and as more depositions are taken, 
plaintiff's counsel have become more and more hostile, 
vituperative, and aggressive. It has been the recent 
practice of plaintiff's counsel to insult defendants, 
verbally attack their attorneys, and engage in harangu¬ 
ing diatribes against the defendants' religious beliefs 
and practices during depositions. 

12. As the new discovery cut off date ap¬ 
proaches, plaintiff's counsel have interposed new delay¬ 
ing tactics, failed to respond promptly to reasonable 
discovery requests, and made additional and outrageous 
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demands for defendants to assume more and more costs, all 
in an apparent effort to force defendants to trial 
without adequate preparation. 


April 22, 1982 



Geljer & Weinberg 
lOA/Boylston Street 
Suite 900 

Boston, Mass. 02116 
482-5200 


COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
SUFFOLK, ss. «•«», III L 

Then appeared before me the above-named Roger 
Geller who made oath that the foregoing is all true to the 
best of his knowledge and belief. 


Notary Public 
My Commission Expires: 

C Ivv'fS 










